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FOREWORD 

The  Legislative  Post  Audit  and  Oversight 
Bureau  was  established  by  Chapter  1008  of  the  Acts  of 
1971,  as  amended  by  Chapter  247  of  the  Acts  of  1972.   Its 
purpose  is  to  conduct,  under  the  direction  of  the  Joint 
Legislative  Committee  on  Post  Audit  and  Oversight  of  the 
Massachusetts  General  Court,  a  legislative  auditing  program 
with  special  emphasis  on  performance  auditing.   For  the 
purposes  of  the  work  of  the  Bureau,  the  term  "performance 
auditing"  is  defined  as  an  auditing  program  conducted  for 
the  particular  purpose  of  making  an  appraisal  or  evalua- 
tion of  the  efficiency  of  operations,  the  effectiveness  of 
programs,  and  the  faithfulness  of  administrative  compliance 
with  the  intent  of  legislation  and  administrative  regula- 
tions affecting  a  specific  agency  of  the  Commonwealth. 

Senator  Francis  X.  McCann  serves  as  the 
Senate  Chairman  of  the  Joint  Committee  on  Post  Audit  and 
Oversight  by  appointment  of  the  President  of  the  Senate, 
while  the  Speaker  of  the  House  of  Representatives  has 
designated  Representative  Gerald  P.  Lombard  as  the  House 
Chairman  thereof. 

The  Joint  Committee  on  Post  Audit  and  Over- 
sight directed  the  Post  Audit  Bureau  to  conduct  this  study 
based  upon  the  request  of  Representative  Anthony  M.  Scibelli, 
Chairman,  House  Ways  and  Means  Committee.   Chairman  Scibelli ' s 


concern  was  generated  by  complaints  received  from  certain 
Department  of  Public  Welfare  officials  that  expenditure  for 
special  needs  items ,  so-called,  were  excessive  and,  conse- 
quently, were  defeating  the  purpose  of  the  flat  grant 
system  of  payments  which  was  instituted  to  control  such 
expenditures . 

The  report,  herewith  submitted,  concentrates 
on  the  presentation  of  factual  information  with  analysis 
when  necessary,  together  with  findings  and  substantive 
recommendations . 

On  behalf  of  the  Post  Audit  Bureau,  I  wish 
to  note  our  appreciation  to  the  members  of  the  Joint 
Committee  on  Post  Audit  and  Oversight  for  their  assistance 
in  the  development  of  this  report  and  to  express  our  thanks 
to  the  Commissioner  of  the  Department  of  Public  Welfare  and 
his  assistants  for  their  cooperation  during  the  period  this 
audit  was  in  process. 


WILLIAM  H.  FINNEGAN 
October  18 ,  197^  Director 
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SUMMARY 

The  institution  of  the  flat  grant  system  of 
payments  to  welfare  recipients,  primarily  those  receiving 
Aid  to  Families  with  Dependent  Children  (AFDC),  was  a 
unilateral  action  by  Governor  Francis  W.  Sargent  and  neces- 
sitated because,  as  he  stated,  the  existing  system  was 
"the  most  costly,  uncontrolled  and  chaotically  administ- 
ered of  any  program  in  the  Commonwealth."   He  further 
complained  that  it  operated  on  an  out-moded  plan  of 
assisting  people  in  that  it  provided  special  needs  on 
an  individual  basis,  with  resulting  inequities. 

Accordingly,  the  Governor  directed  the 
Commissioner  of  Public  Welfare  to  implement  the  flat  grant 
system  and  promised  that  "we  will  abolish  special  needs  and 
reallocate  its  funds  to  provide  direct  assistance  to  the 
recipients."   He  further  increased  the  annual  budget  of 
such  recipients  and  assured  that  "the  family  will  then  be 
required  to  live  within  that  budget  with  none  of  the  present 
demands  for  extras  and  special  treatment  to  some,"  to  the 
end  that  "both  taxpayer  and  welfare  recipient  know  that 
welfare  money  goes  where  it  belongs  -  to  those  who  really 
need  it . " 

In  addition,  the  Governor  established  a 
hardship  fund  to  be  used  in  extreme  emergencies  and  limited 
expenditures  from  this  fund  to  $1  million  dollars  annually. 
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PRE-FLAT  GRANT 

Concomitant  with  the  state  take-over  of 
welfare  programs  on  July  1,  1968,  the  Legislature  had 
authorized  the  Department  of  Public  Welfare,  in  cases  of 
emergency  or  eviction  of  a  recipient  from  a  furnished 
apartment,  to  expend  funds  for  furniture  after  investiga- 
tion by  the  social  worker,  to  whom  such  recipient's  case 
was  assigned,  and  determination  by  the  district  supervisor 
that  a  need  exists.   Such  expenditures  would  be  in  excess 
of  the  recipient's  annual  budget  and  were  referred  to  as 
"special  needs"  payments.   They  included  such  items  as 
furniture,  household  equipment  and  supplies,  clothing  and 
telephone . 

During  the  period  in  which  this  program 
was  operational,  July  1,  1968  through  September  15,  1970, 
a  sum  of  $25,867,802.00  was  expended,  with  $11,779,543-00 
being  spent  in  Fiscal  Year  1969  and  $14,088,259.00  in 
Fiscal  Year  1970.   In  addition,  $3,341,417.00  was  expended 
from  July  1,  1970,  to  September  16 ,  1970,  the  date  of  the 
implementation  of  the  flat  grant  system. 

SPECIAL  NEEDS  PAYI4ENTS 

DATES  AMOUNTS 

7/1/68  -  6/30/69  $11,779,543.00 

7/1/69  -  6/30/70  14,088,259.00 

7/1/70  -  9/16/70  3,341,417.00 


TOTAL  $29,209,219.00 
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The  program,  during  this  time  frame,  was 
operated  solely  at  the  welfare  service  office  level  in  the 
various  communities.   In  addition  to  a  very  liberal  inter- 
pretation of  the  authority  granted  to  expend  funds  for 
special  needs,  the  Department  of  Public  Welfare  exceeded 
this  authority  by  approving  payments  without  investigation 
and  without  prior  approval  of  the  district  supervisors. 
This  occurred  between  December,  1969 ,  when  the  flat  grant 
system  was  first  announced,  and  September,  1970,  when  it 
was  implemented.   The  case  of  the  Cambridge  Welfare  Office 
has  been  cited  in  this  report. 

The  Governor's  assessment  of  the  program 
was  correct.   It  was  costly,  uncontrolled,  chaotically 
administered  (mismanaged),  and  inequitable. 

FLAT  GRANT  SYSTEM 

The  purpose  of  the  flat  grant  system  was  to 
provide  for  an  equitable  distribution  of  funds  to  all 
eligible  recipients  under  a  properly  managed  program.   It 
was  to  be  accomplished  by  the  abolition  of  special  needs 
expenditures  and  a  "reallocation"  of  the  funds  previously 
used  for  such  purposes  in  order  to  provide  for  quarterly 
payments  to  all  such  recipients  which  would  supplement 
their  regular  budgetary  income.   The  use  of  the  word 
"reallocation"  implies  that  the  same  amount  of  funding  will 
be  available  but  used  for  a  different  purpose.   Subsequently, 
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any  expenditures  for  items  that  were  previously  considered 
as  special  needs  would  have  to  be  made  from  the  additional 
income  provided  by  the  flat  grant  payments. 

The  flat  grant  payments  were  to  be  made  in 
accordance  with  a  schedule  developed  by  the  Governor's 
personal  staff.   In  preparing  this  schedule,  two  basic 
figures  were  used:  the  estimated  expenditures  for  special 
needs  for  Fiscal  Year  1970,  and  an  average  AFDC  caseload 
figure  for  the  same  period.   An  error  was  made  in  the 
first  instance,  however,  because  the  figure  used  as 
the  estimated  expenditure  for  Fiscal  Year  1970  was 
$21,000,000.00,  whereas  the  actual  expenditure  was 
$14,000,000.00.   This  error  was  never  adjusted  and, 
consequently,  the  new  payment  schedule  included  a  built-in 
cost  increase  which  raised  the  level  of  assistance  for 
all  eligible  recipients.   Thus,  it  becomes  apparent 
that  the  result  of  the  implementation  of  the  flat  grant 
system  did  not  involve  a  "reallocation"  of  funds,  but 
rather,  an  increase  in  the  levels  of  assistance. 

REGIONAL  HARDSHIP  FUND 

In  instituting  the  flat  grant  system,  the 
Governor  recognized  that  there  might  be  instances  of 
extreme  hardship  where  the  recipient's  combined  budget 
(annual  budget  plus  flat  grant  payments)  would  not  be 
sufficient.   Accordingly,  he  created  a  hardship  fund 
with  an  expenditure  limitation  of  $1  million  annually. 
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To  administer  this  fund,  the  Department 
established  Hardship  Committees  in  each  of  its  seven 
regions  with  approval  authority  over  expenditures  from  it. 
The  procedure  established  was  one  whereby  on  receipt  of  a 
request  from  a  recipient  at  the  Welfare  Service  Office,  an 
investigation  would  be  made  by  a  social  worker  and  the 
existence  of  need  determined  by  the  district  supervisor. 
The  request  would  then  be  forwarded  to  the  Regional  Hard- 
ship Committee  for  its  consideration. 

In  establishing  these  committees,  however, 
the  Department  failed  to  establish  state-wide  guidelines 
for  their  operation.   Consequently,  each  region  was  forced 
to  establish  its  own  procedures. 

These  committees  were  functional  from 
September,  1970,  to  October,  1972,  and  despite  the  lack  of 
state-wide  guidelines,  they  were  reasonably  successful  in 
curtailing  hardship  expenditures.   During  this  two  year 
period,  approximately  $2  million  was  expended,  with 
$711,^77.91  being  spent  during  the  balance  of  Fiscal  Year 
1971,  and  $1,202,108.12  expended  in  Fiscal  Year  1972. 
Although  the  latter  expenditure  exceeded  the  $1  million 
limitation  imposed  by  the  Governor,  the  overall  total  was 
consistent. 
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CENTRALIZED  HARDSHIP  FUND 

Despite  the  apparent  success  of  the  regional 
committees  in  curtailing  hardship  expenditures,  the  Depart- 
ment, in  1972,  issued  an  administrative  directive  which 
abolished  these  committees  and  established  a  centralized 
hardship  fund.   In  addition,  state-wide  guidelines  were 
developed  and  implemented.   The  purpose  for  this  change 
remains  dubious  although  it  has  been  inferred  that  the 
reasons  were  twofold:   1)  to  comply  with  federal  require- 
ments for  a  centralized  operation,  and  2)  to  tie  expendi- 
tures for  this  program  into  the  automated  vendor  payment 
system  of  the  Department. 

The  net  effect  of  this  change  was  to  revert 
to  a  system  which  had  been  utilized  previously,  had  proven 
a  failure,  and  had  prompted  the  Governor  to  institute  the 
flat  grant  system.   Once  again,  approval  power  over  expen- 
ditures was  vested  in  the  welfare  service  offices.   As  a 
consequence,  expenditures  from  this  fund  increased  markedly. 
From  expenditures  of  $711,477.91  in  Fiscal  Year  1971,  and 
$1,202,108.12  in  Fiscal  Year  1972,  the  period  in  which  the 
regional  committees  had  approval  power,  the  total  grew  to 
approximately  $3.6  million  in  Fiscal  Year  1973,  and  $9-98 
million  in  Fiscal  Year  197^.   At  the  close  of  the  first 
quarter  of  Fiscal  Year  1975,  expenditures  approximated 
$1  million  per  month. 
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EXPENDITURE  ANALYSIS 

Total  expenditures  for  special  needs  items 
of  approximately  $11  million  in  Fiscal  Year  19  69,  and 
$14  million  in  Fiscal  Year  1970,  resulted  in  a  hue  and  cry 
which  forced  Governor  Sargent  to  conclude  that  the  system 
had  to  be  changed.   Accordingly,  the  flat  grant  system 
was  Implemented.   The  intent  was  good  from  a  recipient 
and  a  fiscal  standpoint  -  the  end  result  was  good  only 
from  a  recipient  point  of  view. 

From  a  fiscal  standpoint,  all  the  promises 
made  and  assurances  given  by  the  Governor  in  his  press 
statement  announcing  the  Institution  of  the  flat  grant 
system  of  payments,  have  not  materialized.   Expendi- 
tures for  special  needs  have  not  been  abolished,  but 
expanded;  funding  has  not  been  "reallocated,"  but  increased; 
AFDC  families  have  not  been  required  to  live  within  their 
Increased  budgets  (annual  budget  plus  flat  grant  payments); 
demands  for  extras  and  special  treatment  to  some  have  not 
been  terminated;  the  system  remains  costly,  uncontrolled, 
and  chaotically  administered  (mismanaged);  the  taxpayer 
still  does  not  know  that  welfare  money  goes  where  it  belongs; 
and  the  payments  and  its  concomitant  hardship  fund  has, 
since  the  inception  of  flat  grant,  increased  307  percent 
while,  at  the  same  time,  the  overall  AFDC  budget  has 
increased  152.5  percent  and  the  average  AFDC  caseload  has 
increased  100  percent. 
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TABLE  1 

DEPARTMENT  OF  PUBLIC  WELFARE 

TOTAL  COST  OF  FLAT  GRANT  AND 

SPECIAL  NEEDS  PROGRAMS 
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RATIONALE  FOR  STUDY 

Lnce  the  state  take-over  of  public  welfare 
on  July  1,  1968,  the  cost  to  the  Commonwealth  for  special 
needs  items  and  the  manner  in  which  such  items  are  provided 
for  under  the  Aid  to  Families  with  Dependent  Children 
Program  (AFDC)  have  been  matters  of  concern. 

In  an  effort  to  control  the  increasing  expen- 
ditures for  special  needs  and  to  provide  for  a  more  equi- 
table distribution  to  all  eligible  AFDC  recipients, 
Governor  Francis  W.  Sargent,  in  1970,  directed  the  Commis- 
sioner of  the  Department  of  Public  Welfare  to  implement  a 
flat  grant  quarterly  payment  system  to  replace  the  special 
needs  program.   At  the  same  time,  a  limited  fund  was  estab- 
lished to  provide  for  extreme  hardship  situations  on  a 
regional  basis. 

During  Fiscal  Year  19739  the  hardship  fund, 
which  had  been  operating  with  reasonable  success  on  a 
regional  basis,  was  changed  to  a  centralized  hardship  fund 
and  the  regional  committees  disbanded.   A  dramatic  increase 
resulted  in  expenditures  for  special  needs  during  Fiscal 
1973  and  continued  through  Fiscal  197*1.   In  fact,  the 
monthly  expenditures  during  Fiscal  197^  grew  to  amounts 
exceeding  the  amount  originally  established  as  a  yearly 
total. 


It  was  at  this  time  that  the  Chairman  of 
the  House  Committee  on  Ways  and  Means  brought  this  matter 
to  the  attention  of  the  Joint  Committee  on  Post  Audit  and 
Oversight  which,  in  turn,  authorized  the  Legislative  Post 
Audit  and  Oversight  Bureau  to  undertake  a  study  of  special 
needs  and  the  flat  grant  system. 

SCOPE  AND  METHODOLOGY 

This  study  was  intended  to  provide  an  over- 
view of  expenditures  made  for  special  needs  under  the  AFDC 
Program  prior  to  the  flat  grant  system,  the  events  leading 
up  to  the  implementation  of  the  flat  grant,  and  the  changes 
which  have  transpired  in  the  special  needs  or  hardship 
program  since  the  flat  grant  system  was  first  implemented. 

A  review  was  made  of  the  departmental  expen- 
ditures and  statistical  reports  for  the  AFDC  Program  to 
determine:   1)  total  AFDC  expenditure  by  fiscal  year; 
2)  average  yearly  caseload;  3)  special  need  payments  prior 
to  the  flat  grant  system;  k)    special  need  payments  since 
the  implementation  of  the  flat  grant;  and,  5)  the  cost  of 
the  quarterly  flat  grant  payments  since  the  program  was 
implemented. 

An  analysis  of  the  computer  printouts  for 
the  centralized  hardship  fund  since  it  was  implemented  was 
undertaken  to  determine  the  type  of  service  being  provided 
and  the  cost  by  type  of  service. 


BACKGROUND 

SPECIAL  NEEDS 
FLAT  GRANT  SYSTEM 


BACKGROUND 

Prior  to  July  1,  1968,  public  welfare 
programs  in  Massachusetts  were  operated  by  the  individual 
municipalities  with  each  city  and  town  having  its  own 
program.   With  this  procedure  came  disparities  in  benefits. 
Some  municipalities  were  very  liberal,  while  others  were 
conservative  to  the  extent  of  failing  to  provide  for  the 
legitimate  needs  of  recipients.   These  inequities  even- 
tually led  to  a  reorganization  of  the  state  Department  of 
Public  Welfare,  hereinafter  referred  to  as  the  Department, 

and  the  assumption  bv  the  Commonwealth  of  the  entire 

1] 
welfare  program,  and  its  financing. 

To    implement    the    fiscal    procedures    necessitated 
by    the   state    take-over,    the   Department    established   forty-three 
(43)    finance    units    throughout    the   state.      These    offices 
assumed   the    duties    and   responsibilities    formerly    executed 
by    the    Treasurers    of   the    state's    cities    and    towns.      They 
were    responsible    for  maintaining   commercial    checking 
accounts    from  which    approximately    400,000    checks    would 
be   issued   each   month,    either   as    benefit   payments    to    reci- 
pients   on    a   semi-monthly    basis,    or   as    compensation    to 
vendors    on    a  monthly    basis.       The    authorization    for    such 
payments,    however,    continued   to    emanate    from   the    depart- 
mental  welfare    service    offices   where    determination    of 
need  was    made   by    a   social   worker. 

1] 

Acts  1967,  Ch.  658 
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SPECIAL  NEEDS 

In  addition  to  the  usual  benefits  provided 
recipients  under  the  public  welfare  statutes ,  the  Legis- 
lature authorized  the  Department  to  provide  special  need 
items,  so  called,  in  certain  instances. 


In  the  case  of  an  emergency  or  where  a 
recipient  is  evicted  from  a  furnished  or 
partially  furnished  apartment  and  does  not 
have  sufficient  basic  furniture  to  set  up 
housekeeping  such  furniture  may  be  authorized 
by  the  department  after  investigation  by  the 
social  worker  and  determination  by  the  district 
supervisor  that  a  need  exists.   The  department 
shall  make  every  effort  to  relocate  the  recip- 
ient in  housing  similar  to  that  from  which  the 
recipient  was  removed.   Where  economically 
desirable,  the  department  may  enter  into 
contract  for  the  quantity  purchase  of  such 
furniture .2  J 


These  "special  need"  items  are  confined,  for  all  intents  and 
purposes,  to  recipients  under  the  category  entitled  Aid  to 
Families  with  Dependent  Children  (AFDC),  although  recipients 
of  General  Relief  (GR)  are  eligible. 

Pursuant  to  this  authority,  the  Commissioner 
of  Public  Welfare,  under  date  of  December  31,  1969,  trans- 
mitted an  administrative  directive,  entitled  "State  Letter 
255,"  to  all  Welfare  Service  Offices.   This  directive 
related  to  the  purchase  of  special  needs  for  AFDC  recipients 
and  stated: 


2] 

Acts  1969,  Ch.  885,  Sec.  19 


. . .Furniture  purchases  are  to  be  authorized 
as  emergency  needs  to  protect  health  and 
safety  when  such  need  is  due  to  the  lack  of 
means  to  provide  heat,  facilities  essential 
for  sleeping  and  living,  storage  for  clothing, 
adequate  lighting  or  to  prepare  and  serve 
food. . . 

In  accordance  with  the  law,  a  determina- 
tion that  such  a  need  exists  must  be  made  by 
the  supervisor  after  an  investigation  by  the 
social  worker... 3  J 


Subsequently,  on  February  5,  1970,  the 
Commissioner,  in  order  to  attach  legal  status  to  State 
Letter  2553  filed  an  attested  copy  of  the  same  with  the 
office  of  the  Secretary  of  State  in  accordance  with  law. 
This  filing  included  a  document  entitled  "Standards  for 
Issuance  of  Furniture,"  as  well  as  one  entitled  "Service- 
Life  Expectancy." 

December    1969 

EXHIBIT  A 
SERVICE-LIFE    EXPECTANCY 

The    service-life    expectancy    of   appliances    purchased    new,    according    to    United 
States    Department    of    Agriculture    publications    are    as    follows: 

Refrigerators  16    years 

Washing    Machines  ]]    vears 

Ranges  I6    years 

Information    is    not    available    on    furniture    and    household    supplies.    Continuing 
serviceability    of   such    items    depends    on    quaity    and    care. 


Trans,   by    S.L.    255 

3] 

For  full  text,  See  Appendix  A 

M.G.L.A.  Ch.  30,  Sec.  37 


EXHIBIT  B 
STANDARDS  FOR  ISSUANCE  OF  FURNITURE 


PRICE  WITH  10% 

ITEM 

BASIS  OF  ISSUE 

DESCRIPTION 

VARIANCE  ALLOWED    SOURCES 

Kitchen 

Table  &  4  Chairs 

1  Table  per  house 

$  70.00 

Items  may  be  pur- 

Kitchen Chairs 

1  chair  for  each 
additional  person 

chased  at  depart- 
ment stores  or 

beyond  4  in  family 

$   15.00 

discount  houses 

High  Chair  or 
low  chair 

As  needed 

Durable  quality 

$  20.00 

carrying  recog- 

Refrigerator 

Family  of  5  and 

nized  national 

only  when  not 

under 

11  to  12  cu.  ft. 

$150.00 

brands.  Bargain 

furnished  by 

Family  of  over 

basements  and 

landlord 

5  members 

14  cubic  feet 

$200.00 

sales  will  be  used 

Washing  Machine 

Family  of  2  or 

when  practical. 

over 

12  lb.  capacity 

$155.00  Plus  Installation  cost 

(When  necessary) 

Range 

Only  when  not 

Gas  where  available 

$150.00  Plus  Installation  cost 

(Range  (gas  on  gas) 

furnished  by 

(When  necessary) 

(Parlor  Heater) 

landlord 

No  central  heating 

(At  cost  available  at 
Local  Gas  Co.) 

Dish  Cabinet 

When  no  other 

Utility  Cabinet 

storage  space  is 

available 

$  35.00 

Bedroom 

Bed  (full  or  twin) 

As  needed  de- 

Metal Frame 

($14.00) 

pending  on 

Head  Board 

($18.00)  Total 

number  of  chil- 

Innerspring 

($35.00)  ($102) 

dren  and  size 

Mattress 

($35.00) 

of  room 

Bunk  Bed  Set 

As  needed 

Hardwood  frame  with 
mattress,  steel  link  springs, 
ladder  and  guard-rail 

$125.00 

Dresser  or  Chest 

1  per  2  persons 
when  no  other 
storage  space  is 
available 

Hardwood  frame,  dovetail 
Joint  drawers,  drawer 
glides,  4  drawer  minimum 

$  60.00 

Mirror 

As  needed 

$  20.00 

Items  may  be  pur- 

Crib 

As  needed 

Hardwood  panels 
teething  rails 

$  30.00 

chased  at  depart- 
ment stores  or 

Crib  Mattress 

As  needed 

$  10.00 

discount  houses 

Playpen  and  Pad 

When  necessary 
for  safety  or 
protection  of  a 
child 

Hardwood  or  nylon  mesh 

$  20.00 

carrying  recog- 
nized national 
brands.  Bargain 

Stroller  or 

As  needed  for 

Steel  frame,  vinyl  cover 

$  30.00 

basements  and 

Convertible 

children  under 

sales  will  be  used 

Pillows 

age  3 

one  per  person 

Synthetic  filling  is 
recommended 

$     3.00 

when  practical. 

Living  Room 

Sofa 

one  per  home 
as  needed 

Durable  Quality 

$130.00 

Sofa  Bed 

May  be  substi- 
tuted for  sofa  to 
provide  a  bed  for 
a  family  member 

$140.00 

Chairs 

2  per  home 

Hardwood  Frame 

$  40.00  each 

Lamps,  Table 

1  per  room 

$  12.50  per  lamp 

or  Floor 

only  when  other 
means  of  lighting 
is  lacking 

fi 

Less  than  three  weeks  later,  on  February  23, 
1970,  the  Commissioner  issued  State  Letter  255A  which  super- 
seded and  rendered  obsolete  State  Letter  255.   This  letter 

was  substantially  the  same  as  its  predecessor  and  was  clar- 

5] 
ifying  in  nature. 

The  position  of  the  Department  at  this  time, 
with  respect  to  Household  Equipment  and  Supplies,  was  out- 
lined by_  the  Commissioner,  under  date  of  December  315  1969, 
in  a  letter  to  all  Welfare  Service  Offices.   The  Commis- 
sioner stated  that  departmental  policy  was  essentially 
the  same  as  it  had  been  but  included  a  document  entitled 
"Standards  for  Issuance  of  Household  Equipment  and  Supplies." 
(See  Exhibit  C) 

Throughout  this  period,  the  Department 
failed  to  provide  uniform  guidelines  with  respect  to  the 
determination  of  the  existence  of  need  of  a  recipient. 
Rather,  it  relied  almost  totally  on  social  worker  discre- 
tion.  This,  inevitably,  led  to  inequities  with  some 
recipients  faring  extremely  well  and  others  not  so  well, 
depending  on  the  nature  and  mind  processes  of  individual 
social  workers. 


5] 

See  Appendix  B 


December,  1969 

EXHIBIT  C 
STANDARDS  FOR  ISSUANCE  OF  HOUSEHOLD  EQUIPMENT  AND  SUPPLIES 


PRICE  WITH  10% 

ITEM 

BASIS  OF  ISSUE 

DESCRIPTION 

VARIANCE  ALLOWED 

SOURCES 

Household  Supplies 

Bed  Spread 

1  per  bed 

Durable  Quality 

$  6.00 

Items  may  be  pur- 

Blankets 

Up  to  2  per 
bed,  more  if 
needed 

Washable 

$  5.50 

chased  at  depart- 
ment stores  or 
discount  houses 
carrying  recog- 

Sheets 

4  per  bed 

Durable  Quality 

$  2.50 

nized  national 

Pillow  Cases 

1  pair  per  pillow 

Durable  Quality 

$  1.25  per  pair 

brands.  Bargain 
basements  and 
sales  will  be  used 

Bath  Towels 

2  per  person 

Durable  Quality 

$  1.50 

Hand  Towels 

2  per  person 

Durable  Quality 

$     .75 

when  practical. 

Face  Cloth 

2  per  person 

Durable  Quality 

$     .35 

Table  Cloth 

1  per  family 

Durable  Quality 

$  2.50 

Rubber  Sheets 

As  needed 

Durable  Quality 

$  2.00 

- 

Window  Shades 

As  needed.  In- 
cluding Public 
Housing  where 
there  is  a  failure 
to  provide. 

Durable  Quality 

$  2.00  per  window 

Curtains 

1  pair  per  window 

$  3.50 

Electric  Iron 

1  per  family 

$12.00 

Ironing  board 

1  per  family 

Durable  Quality 

$12.00 

Clothes  Hamper 

1  per  family 

Durable  Quality 

$10.00 

Pots  and  Pans 

As  needed 

Durable  Quality 

$30.00  Maximum 

Dishes 

As  needed 

Service  for  8 

$22.00 

Dishes 

As  needed 

Service  for  4 

$13.00 

Flatware 

As  needed 

Service  for  4 

$12.00 

Trans,  by  S.L.  256 
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FLAT  GRANT  SYSTEM 

Subsequent  to  the  state  take-over  of  the 
welfare  program,  several  incidents  occurred.   Various 
recipient  organizations  pressured  for  more  liberal  bene- 
fits, while  certain  government  officials  demanded  tighter 
controls  and  remedies  for  the  mismanagement  cited  in 
several  reports  concerning  the  Department  of  Public  Welfare 

In  an  effort  to  satisfy  all  sides  to  the 
controversy  and,  at  the  same  time,  alleviate  the  problems 
existent  in  the  welfare  system,  Governor  Sargent  announced 
before  the  Massachusetts  Conference  on  Social  Welfare 
on  December  3,  19693  that  it  was  his  intention  to 
institute  a  flat  grant  program  for  recipients  which  would 
allow  a  reallocation  of  special  needs  payments.   Thus, 
according  to  the  Governor,  funds  which  had  formerly  been 
used  for  furniture  and  clothing  would  be  used  in  the  future 
to  raise  the  level  of  direct  payments  to  all  recipients, 
and  all  would  benefit  equally.   There  was  no  discussion  at 
this  time,  however,  as  to  the  relative  costs  of  the  exist- 
ing special  needs  program  and  the  new  flat  grant  program 
which  the  Governor  espoused. 

The  Governor  again  attacked  the  existing 
welfare  system  and  the  special  needs  program  on  February  4, 
1970,  and  stated  that  the  system  was  a  failure  and  was 
costing  the  taxpayers  too  much  and  providing  the  recipient 
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with  too  little. 

In  conjunction  with  Governor  Sargent's 

initial  announcement  in  December,  1969,  of  his  intention 

to  institute  a  flat  grant  system  and  thereby  eliminate  the 

special  needs  category,  all  recipients  were  notified  by 

the  Department  of  the  effect  of  this  proposal.   An  influx 

of  requests  were  received  throughout  the  state  and  such 

requests  were  approved  without  any  determination  of  need 

6] 
and  without  the  prior  approval  of  the  district  supervisors. 

To  illustrate,  an  analysis  was  made  of 
furniture  grants  to  recipients  served  by  the  Welfare 
Service  Office  in  Cambridge  during  the  period  January, 
1970,  immediately  following  the  announcement  of  the  intent 
to  institute  a  flat  grant  system,  through  September,  19.70, 
when  the  system  became  operational.   Special  needs  payments 
for  AFDC  recipients  increased  from  84  grants  at  a  cost  of 

$11,914.70  in  January,  1970,  to  558  grants  at  a  cost  of 

71 
$146,205.80  in  September,  1970. 


6] 

Interim  Report  of  the  Joint  Special  Committee 
to  Investigate  Welfare  -  Jure,  1971. 

7] 

Ibid. 
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EXHIBIT  D 

CAMBRIDGE  WELFARE  OFFICE 
AFDC  and  GENERAL  RELIEF 

Summary  of  Furniture  Grants 
from  Jan.  1970  to  Jan.  1971 


Date 

No.  of 
Grants 

Jan.  1970 

84 

Feb. 

233 

March 

267 

April 

297 

May 

312 

June 

317 

July 

376 

August 

404 

Sept. 

558 

Oct. 

14 

Nov. 

1 

Dec. 

0 

Jan.  1971 

0 

AFDC 

No.  of 
Grants 

11,914.70 

10 

33,038.94 

12 

47,499.88 

27 

54,486.99 

24 

58,687.06 

21 

60,618.38 

25 

74,368.28 

25 

93,749.85 

46 

146,205.80 

58 

4,465.15 

24 

431.00 

13 

-0- 

19 

-0- 

41 

GR 

822.00 

2,258.90 
5,637.91 
3,631.74 
3,891.43 
5,711.85 
4,898.10 
7,491.00 
10,074.35 
3,119.35 
1,750.45 
3,279.10 
7,886.35 


TOTALS 


2,863 


585,466.03 


345 


60,452.53 


Source: 


Interim  Report  of  the  Joint  Special  Committee 
To  Investigate  Welfare  -  June,  1971. 
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If  the  Cambridge  situation  were  projected 
on  a  state  wide  basis,  the  result  could  conceivably  have 
involved  the  expenditure  of  millions  of  dollars  for  special 
needs  during  this  period. 

Subsequently,  by  direction  of  the  Governor, 
the  Commissioner  of  Public  Welfare  instituted  the  flat 
grant  system  on  September  16,  1970. 
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IMPLEMENTATION  -  FLAT  GRANT  SYSTEM 

CENTRALIZED  HARDSHIP  FUND 


•  IMPLEMENTATION  -  FLAT  GRANT  SYSTEM 

In  announcing  the  establishment  of  the  flat 
grant  system,  Governor  Sargent,  on  August  26,  1970,  stated 


...On  September  16 ,  by  my  directive,  a  new 
Commissioner  will  implement  a  new  system  - 
the  flat  grant.   We  will  abolish  special 
needs  and  reallocate  its  funds  to  provide 
direct  assistance  to  the  recipients. 

In  this  way  an  average  family  of  four  now 
receiving  $3391  a  year  will  receive  $3820 
a  year.  The  family  will  then  be  required 
to  live  within  that  budget  with  none  of  the 

present  demands  for  extras and  special 

treatment  to  some  . . . 1 ]   (Emphasis  added) 


The  details  of  the  new  payment  system  were 

outlined  by  the  Commissioner  of  Public  Welfare  through  a 

2] 
series  of  administrative  directives  termed  "State  Letters." 

The  first  of  these,  State  Letter  266,  dated  August  28,  1970, 

in  addition  to  detailing  the  flat  grant  system  of  payment, 

discontinued  the  practice  of  providing  the  following 

special  needs:   furniture,  household  equipment  and  supplies, 

clothing,  laundry  expense,  telephone,  extra  fuel  payments, 

supplemental  food  orders  or  payments,  and  back  rent  and 


1] 

Governor's  Press  Office  Release  #AG113, 
August  26,  1970. 

2] 

State  Letters  are  administrative  directives  in 
the  form  of  memoranda  from  the  Commissioner  of 
Public  Welfare  to  the  several  Welfare  Service 
Offices  which  transmit  departmental  policies  and 
procedures.   When  properly  filed  with  the  Office 
of  the  Secretary  of  State,  they  have  the  force 
and  effect  of  law. 
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utility  payments.   The  directive  also  included  charts 

indicating  the  amount  of  the  quarterly  flat  grant  payment 

for  each  family  size  and  the  basic  minimum  annual  standard 

budget  under  AFDC  before  the  flat  grant  and  with  the  flat 

grant  amount . 

TABLE  2 
AFDC  ASSISTANCE  LEVELS  -  PRE  AND  POST  FLAT  GRANT 


FAMILY  SIZE 


PRE-FLAT  GRANT 
ANNUAL  BUDGET 


FLAT  GRANT  ANNUAL  BUDGET 

QUARTERLY  PAYMENTS    INCLUDING  FLAT  GRANT 


2  persons 


$2251.00 


$  79.30 


$2568.20 


2611.00 


91.90 


2978.60 


2972.00 


104.60 


3390.40 


5      " 


3332.00 


117.30 


3801.20 


6     " 


3694.00 


130.10 


4214.40 


4054.00 


142.70 


4624.80 


4415.00 


155.40 


5036.60 


4775.00 


1.68.10 


5447.40 


10 


5136.00 


80.80 


5859.20 


♦SOURCE:  Department  of  Public  Welfare,  State  Letter  266,  Dated  August  28,  1970 
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In  addition,  State  Letter  266  provided  for 
the  establishment  of  "Hardship  Committees"  in  each  of  the 
seven  regional  offices  to  approve  the  expenditure  of  a 
limited  allocation  of  funds  for  certain  extreme  hardship 
situations.   While  these  may  be  considered  in  the  nature 
of  "special  need"  payments,  the  Governor  directed  that  the 
total  expenditures  by  all  seven  regional  offices  were  not 
to  exceed  $1,000,000.00  annually.   These  funds,  after 
approval  by  the  Hardship  Committee,  were  to  be  administered 
by  the  Regional  Welfare  Administrator  or  his  designee,  and 
were  to  be  strictly  audited  and  controlled. 

The  stated  purpose  for  the  establishment  of 
regional  hardship  committees  was  twofold:   first,  to  provide 
flexibility  to  respond  to  extreme  hardship  situations,  and 
secondly,  to  transfer  the  responsibility  for  approving  such 
expenditures  to  the  regional  level  because  its  predecessor, 
i.e.,  special  needs  payments,  had  proven  to  be  unmanageable 
when  handled  at  the  central  level. 

Each  hardship  committee  was  composed  of 
welfare  recipients,  members  from  the  public  sector,  and 
departmental  staff  personnel.   The  total  membership  varied 
from  a  high  of  23  in  Region  2  (Springfield)  to  a  low  of  8 
in  Region  1  (Boston)  and  Region  6  (Brockton).   Each 
committee  established  its  own  guidelines  for  administering 
the  hardship  fund  and,  consequently,  no  uniformity  existed 
between  the  various  regions. 
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During  the  period  in  which  they  were  opera- 
tional, September  16,  1970,  to  August  31,  1972 ,  these 
committees j  despite  the  lack  of  uniform  guidelines,  were 
reasonably  successful  in  curtailing  expenditures  from  the 
hardship  fund.   During  Fiscal  Year  1971,  the  total  expendi- 
tures were  $711,477-91,  while  for  Fiscal  Year  1972,  they 
amounted  to  $1,202,108.12.   This  latter  amount  exceeded  the 
Governor's  stated  limitation  of  $1,000,000.00  by  approxi- 
mately 20$. 


Region 

Boston 

Brockton 

Greater  Boston 

Lawrence 

New  Bedford 

Springfield 

Worcester 

Totals 


TABLE  3 

HARDSHIP  FUND  EXPENDITURES 

BY  WELFARE  REGION 

Sept.  70  -  June  71 

$  359,199.97 
33,442.02 
83,090.01 
73,614.57 
69,523.37 
27,771.51 
64,836.46 

$     711,477.91 


July  71  -  June  72 

$  567,888.06 
58,129.46 
173,021.26 
100,175.34 
123,667.32 
62,884.22 
116,342.46 

$1,202,108.12 


Average  Monthly 
Expenditure 


$       71,147.79 


$    100,175.68 


The  expenditures  durir  g  these  two  fiscal 
years  are  in  sharp  contrast  to  amounts  expended  for 
special  needs  during  Fiscal  Year  197  3  and  the  first 
quarter  of  Fiscal  1971. 
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TABLE  4 


FISCAL  YEAR  1970 
MONTH 

July  1969 

Aug.  1969 
Sept.  1969 

Oct.  1969 

Nov.  1969 

Dec.  1969 

Jan.  1970 

Feb.  1970 

Mar.  1970 

Apr.  1970 

May  1970 

June  1970 


AFDC  PAYMENTS  FOR  SPECIAL  NEEDS 
PRIOR  TO  THE  FLAT  GRANT  PROGRAM 

SPECIAL  NEEDS 
BY  MONTH 

$  693,480 
1,203,737 
789,079 
1,924,993 
1,251,041 
1,010,993 
1,214,313 
1,146,790 
1,087,769 
1,157,435 
1,515,023 
1,093,606 


QUARTERLY 
TOTALS 


$ 


2,686,296 


4,187,027 


3,448,872 


3,766,064 


FISCAL  YEAR  1970  TOTAL 


$14,088,259 


FISCAL  YEAR  1971 


July  1970 


Aug.  1970 


Sept.  1970 


1,039,225 


1,331,102 


971,090 


Average  Quarterly  Payment  (F.Y.  1970) 


Source: 


Department  of  Public  Welfare 
Division  of  Research  and  Planning 


3,341,417 
$  3,522,065 
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CENTRALIZED  HARDSHIP  FUND 

The  Commissioner  of  Public  Welfare,  under 

31 
date  of  August  25,  1972,  issued  State  Letter  297   which 

provided  for  uniform  guidelines  for  hardship  fund  expendi- 
tures to  replace  those  which  had  been  established  in  the 
individual  regions,  and  also  abolished  the  regional  hard- 
ship committees.   Although  the  effective  date  of  the  new 
state-wide  guidelines  and  the  elimination  of  the  regional 
committees  was  September  1,  1972,  actual  implementation 
proceded  in  stages  with  the  Boston  and  Greater  Boston 
regions  becoming  operational  in  October,  1972,  and  the 
remaining  regions  in  November. 

The  net  effect  of  the  Commissioner's  action 
was  a  return  to  a  system  that  had  previously  failed.   Once 
again,  the  approval  for  the  expenditure  of  hardship  funds, 
asynonym  for  special  needs,  would  be  given  by  welfare 
Service  Office  Directors,  or  their  designees,  after  the 
determination  of  the  existence  of  need  by  a  social  worker. 
Furthermore,  should  such  approval  be  denied,  the  recipient 
had  the  right  of  appeal  to  a  departmental  review  board 
which  had  authority  to  overrule  the  decision  of  the  director 
and  approve  the  expenditure.   Regional  office  administrators 
retained  approval  power  over  expenditures  for  emergency 
shelter  and  home  repairs  only. 

3] 

See  Appendix  C 
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TABLE  5 

SUMMARY 

SPECIAL  NEEDS  OR  HARDSHIP  FUND  PAYMENTS 


Prior  to  the  Flat  Grant 

With  Implementation  of  Flat  Grant 

With  Implementation  of  Centralized 
Hardship  Fund 

1)  Provided  on  an  individual 
request  basis. 

Provided  on  an  individual  request 
basis. 

Provided  on  an  individual  request 
basis. 

2)  Payment  authorized  at  the 
local  welfare  service  office  — 
determination  of  need  by  a 
supervisor  after  investigation 
by  a  social  worker. 

Payment  authorized  by  regional 
hardship  committees  -  determina- 
tion of  need  made  by  the  local 
welfare  service  office. 

Payment  authorized  at  the  local 
welfare  service  office  -  determination 
of  need  by  the  local  welfare  service 
office. 

3)  Provided  as  a  direct  payment 
to  the  welfare  recipient. 

Provided  as  a  vendor  payment  out 
of  a  welfare  regional  office. 

Provided  as  a  vendor  payment  out  of 
the  Central  Office  Hardship  Fund. 

4)  No  limit  on  funds  disbursed 
for  special  needs. 

Limited  allocation  of  funds  to  each 
welfare  region 

No  limit  on  funds  disbursed  for  hard- 
ship items. 

5)  To  Provide  furniture  to  pro- 
tect health  and  safety  when  such 
need  is  due  to  the  lack  of  means 
to  provide  heat,  facilities  essen- 
tial for  sleeping  and  living, 
storage  for  clothing,  adequate 
lighting  or  to  prepare  and  serve 
food. 

To  provide  furniture,  clothing  and 
household  equipment  and  supplies 
to  meet  certain  extreme  hardship 
situations.  Such  situations  include 
fire,  flood  or  other  such  major 
disasters,  eviction  from  a  furnished 
or  partially  furnished  apartment, 
and  when  the  number  of  eligible 
persons  in  the  family  increases 

To  provide  -  Initial  needs  first  30 
days  of  initial  eligibility  -  to  pro- 
vide for  the  replacement  of  house- 
hold equipment  and  supplies  and 
the  replacement  or  repair  of  furni- 
ture. Hardship  situations     one  which 
presents  a  threat  to  the  life,  health  or 
safety  of  a  recipient.  The  following 
are  defined  as  hardship  situations: 

1)  fire,  flood  or  other  such  disaster 

2)  eviction  from  a  furnished  or 
partially  furnished  apartment 

3)  increase  in  the  number  of 
eligible  persons  in  the  family 

4)  moving  expenses  (once  in  a  1 2 
month  period) 

5)  appliances     repair  or  replacement 

6)  shelter  arrearages 

7)  fuel  and  utility  arrearages. 
The  cost  of  emergency  shelter  and 
home  repairs  may  be  provided  for 
if  approved  by  the  regional  office 
administrator  or  his  designee. 
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Expenditures  made  from  the  Hardship  Fund 
since  the  program  was  centralized  in  1972,  have  been 
steadily  increasing.   The  Department  has  decreed  that  such 
expenditures  may  be  made  for  both  "initial  needs"  items 
and  "hardship"  items . 

Initial  needs  payments  cover  the  first  thirty 
days  of  initial  eligibility  and,  according  to  the  Commis- 
sioner of  Public  Welfare,  the  program  was  created  to  assist 
needy  AFDC  recipients,  at  the  time  of  their  application  for 
assistance,  to  achieve  minimum  household  standards  by  pro- 
viding for  replacement  or  repair  of  furniture  and  household 
equipment.   The  Commissioner  also  emphasized  that  the 
program  had  been  conceived  of  as  an  emergency  assistance 
program  but  that  increasingly,  initial  needs  benefits  had 
been  provided  more  generally.   He  further  advised  that  a 
very  costly  phase  of  the  program  involved  the  financing, 
on  an  initial  needs  basis,  of  families  migrating  into 
Massachusetts,  particularly  in  the  Boston  and  Springfield 
areas . 

It  must,  of  necessity,  be  pointed  out  that 
initial  needs  payments  are  in  addition  to  the  regular 
monthly  allowances  and  quarterly  flat  grant  payments 
provided  to  such  recipients.   Since  the  hardship  fund  was 
centralized  in  1972,  the  Department  has  expended  over 
$4,000,000.00  on  initial  needs  items: 
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10/72  through  6/73  $   920,872.53 

7/73  through  6/74  3,383,070.10 


$4,303,9^2.63 


Hardship  situations  under  the  AFDC  program 
were  to  cover  unique  problems  which  could  not  be  met  with 
the  allowances  provided  in  the  semi-monthly  and  quarterly 
payments  or  with  any  of  the  other  resources  available  to  the 
recipients.   As  defined  by  the  Department,  a  hardship  situa- 
tion is  one  which  presents  a  threat  to  the  life,  health,  or 
safety  of  a  recipient. 

What  began  as  a  one  million  dollar  a  year 
program  with  the  introduction  of  flat  grant  has  grown 
into  a  one  million  dollar  a  month  program.   The  Governor's 
limitation  of  $1,000,000.00  annually  has  been  discarded. 
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TABLE  6 


HARDSHIP  FUND  EXPENDITURES  BY  WELFARE  REGION 


SINCE  THE  FLAT  GRANT 


Region 


REGIONAL  HARDSHIP  COMMITTEES  CENTRALIZED  HARDSHIP  FUND 

Sept.  70  -  June  7 1  July  7 1  -  June  72  July  72  -  June  73  July  73  -  June  74 


Boston 


Brockton 


Greater  Boston 


Lawrence 


New  Bedford 


Springfield 


Worcester 


Totals 


$    359,199.97 

$    567,888.06 

$3,169,908.48 

$3,855,030.93 

33,442.02 

58,129.46 

77,157.17 

802,051.42 

83,090.01 

173,021.26 

21,293.80 

1,915,366.33 

73,614.57 

100,175.34 

59,409.94 

894,557.73 

69,523.37 

123,667.32 

108,475.96 

656,305.21 

27,771.51 

62,884.22 

35,961.95 

1,005,240.89 

64,836.46 

116,342.46 

116,358.31 

852,139.67 

$    711,477.91 

$1,202,108.12 

$3,588,565.61 

$9,980,692.13 

$      71,147.79 

$    100,175.68 

$    299,047.13 

$    831,724.35 

Average  Monthly 
Expenditure 


SOURCE:  Mass.  Dept.  of  Public  Welfare 

Regional  Offices  Expenditure,  Special  Account,  Hardship  Situation  A.F.D.C. 
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Concerned  by  the  rapid  increase  in  expen- 
ditures out  of  the  Hardship  Fund,  the  Commissioner  held 
a  public  hearing  on  November  30,  1973,  to  consider  the 
repeal  of  the  provisions  for  initial  need  items.   It  was 
pointed  out  that  expenditures  for  the  month  of  November, 
1973,  had  reached  a  high  of  $1,169,753  and  that  over  40 
percent  of  this  amount,  or  $475,751,  had  been  expended 
for  initial  need  requirements. 

The  Commissioner  of  Public  Welfare  stated 

that  the  proposed  cutback  in  initial  need  payments  was 

prompted  by  the  fact  that  expenditures  out  of  the  Hardship 

Fund  had  reached  a  level  of  more  than  one  million  dollars 

a  month  and  that  funds  were  not  available  to  support  such 

4] 
spending. 

Those  testifying  at  a  hearing,  according  to 
the  transcript,  consisted  of  welfare  recipients,  members  of 
various  welfare  organizations,  and  one  public  official. 
Over  forty  persons  so  testified  and  all  opposed  the  proposed 
cutback.   Despite  its  concern,  the  Department  has  not  cut 
back  on  its  initial  needs  program  to  date. 


4] 

Stenographic  Record  of  Public  Hearing 
before  Department  of  Public  Welfare,  held 
at  Gardner  Auditorium,  State  House,  Boston, 
Massachusetts  on  November  30,  197  3,  on: 
Repeal  of  Provisions  for  Initial  Needs. 
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EXPENDITURE  ANALYSIS 


EXPENDITURE  ANALYSIS 

Thus  far,  this  report  has  chronicled  the 
events  leading  up  to  the  implementation  of  the  flat  grant 
system,  the  establishment  of  regional  hardship  committees 
to  deal  with  emergency  situations,  the  change  to  a  central- 
ized hardship  fund,  and  the  elimination  of  the  regional 
committees.   The  ensuing  paragraphs  will  detail  the  effect 
the  flat  grant  system  has  had  on  the  overall  AFDC  expendi- 
ture and  the  change  in  hardship  expenditures  (special  needs) 
since  its  inception. 

During  Fiscal  Year  1970,  just  prior  to  the 
start  of  the  flat  grant  system  of  payment,  the  expenditure 
for  special  need  requests  amounted  to  $14,088,000  or  an 
average  quarterly  amount  of  $3.5  million.   This  expenditure 
represents  payments  for  such  items  as  furniture,  household 
equipment  and  supplies,  clothing  and  telephone. 

In  September,  1970,  the  flat  grant  system 
went  into  effect  and,  as  was  stated  earlier,  its  purpose 
was  to  "reallocate  the  funds"  which  had  been  expended  on 
special  need  payments  so  that  there  would  be  a  more  equitable 
distribution  to  all  eligible  AFDC  recipients.   With  this  in 
mind,  the  Governor's  personal  staff  developed  a  payment 
schedule  which  was  derived  from  two  basic  figures:   the 
estimated  expenditures  for  special  needs  for  Fiscal  Year 
1970,  and  an  average  AFDC  caseload  figure  for  the  same 
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period.   Utilizing  these  figures,  a  quarterly  payment 
schedule  was  developed  based  on  family  size.   However, 
when  the  figures  were  developed,  an  estimated  special 
needs  expenditure  of  $21  million  was  used.    In  actuality, 
this  figure  exceeded  by  fifty  percent  (50%)    the  actual 
expenditure  of  $14  million.   What  resulted,  consequently, 
was  a  flat  grant  payment  schedule  with  a  built-in  cost 
increase  raising  the  level  of  assistance  for  all  AFDC 
recipients . 

An  analysis  of  the  financial  history  of  the 
flat  grant  system  of  payments  from  its  inception  in  Fiscal 
Year  1971  through  Fiscal  Year  197^,  and  a  comparison  of  its 
costs  with  those  of  its  predecessor  (special  needs  program) 
during  Fiscal  Years  1969  and  1970,  indicates  that  the 
implementation  of  the  flat  grant  program  did  not  involve 
just  a  reallocation  of  funds. 

In  Fiscal  Year  1969,  $11,779,543  was  expended 
for  hardship  (special  needs)  payments  while  in  1974,  the 
combined  expenditure  for  hardship  and  flat  grant  payments 
amounted  to  $47,947,779.   This  constitutes  an  increase  of 
307  percent  as  compared  to  an  average  monthly  caseload 
increase  of  100   percent  and  a  total  expenditure  increase 
of  152.5  percent  during  the  same  period. 


1] 

Focus  on  a  Social  Welfare  Policy:  The  Flat 
Grant  in  Massachusetts.   Mark  Lewis  Irvings , 
April,  1971.   Published  and  sold  by  United 
Community  Services,  Inc. 


25 


TABLE  7 


SUMMARY  OF  AFDC  PROGRAM 


FISCAL  YEARS  1969  -  1974 


Fiscal 

Average  Monthly 

Total 

Special  Needs  — 

Flat  Grant 

Total  Hardship 

Year 

Caseload 

Expenditure 

Hardship  Fund  Exp. 

Expenditure 

&  Flat  Grant 

1969 

45,857 

$128,096,621 

$11,779,543 

$ 

$11,779,543 

1970 

56,932 

172,765,693 

14,088,259 

14,088,259 

1971 

71,016 

245,096,301 

711,478 

30,236,574 

30,948,052 

1972 

79,618 

239,800,000 

1,202,108 

33,661,069 

34,863,177 

1973 

83,952 

286,196,900 

3,588,566 

34,867,241 

38,455,807 

1974 

91,738 

323,434,016 

9,980,692 

37,967,087 

47,947,779 

100% 

152.5% 

307.0% 

Increase 

Increase 

Increase 

26 


While  hardship  expenditures  declined 
markedly  during  Fiscal  Years  1971  and  1972  when  approval 
power  was  vested  in  Regional  Hardship  Committees ,  they 
increased  sharply  in  Fiscal  Year  1973  with  the  abolition 
of  these  committees  and  the  implementation  of  a  centralized 
hardship  fund.   These  expenditures  amounted  to  $3.6  million 
in  Fiscal  1973,  of  which  $2.9  million  was  spent  since  the 
establishment  of  the  centralized  fund  in  October,  1972,  an 
increase  of  198.5  percent  over  the  Fiscal  1972  expenditure. 
During  Fiscal  1974,  hardship  expenditures  approximated 
$10  million,  an  increase  of  178.I  percent  over  the  preced- 
ing year. 

Hardship  fund  expenditures  in  Fiscal  1973, 
from  October,  1972  through  June,  1973,  consisted  of  $2 
million  for  hardship  items  and  $900,000  for  initial  needs 
items.   This  includes  payments  of  $949,842  for  furniture, 
$629,000  for  appliances,  and  $489,097  for  moving  expenses. 
During  Fiscal  1974,  $6,597,622  was  \>pent  for  hardship 
items  and  $3,383,070  for  initial  needs  items.   Included  in 
this  total  are  payments  of  $3,311,185  for  furniture, 
$2,516,572  for  appliances,  and  $1,277,186  for  moving 
expenses . 
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TABLE  8 

DEPARTMENT  OF  PUBLIC  WELFARE 

SUMMARY  OF  EXPENDITURES  BY  TYPE  OF  SERVICE 

FISCAL  YEAR  1973  (10/24/72-6/30/73) 


TYpe  of  Service 

Hardship  Items 

Initial  Needs 

Totals 

Totals  by 

Count 

Amount 

Count 

Amount 

Count 

Amount 

Category 

Furniture 

Kitchen 

472 

$      35,653.74 

899 

$  66,328.31 

1371 

$    101,982.05 

$    949,842.00 

Living  Room 

478 

92,688.47 

844 

161,742.87 

1322 

254,431.34 

Bedroom 

1078 

244,782.50 

1468 

348,646.11 

2546 

593,428.61 

Household  Supplies 

667 

46,066.70 

1435 

98,520.42 

2102 

144,587.12 

144,587.12 

Appliances 

Refrigerator 

841 

135,871.95 

616 

96,901.57 

1457 

232,773.52 

629,000.51 

Range 

347 

54,276.10 

90 

14,779.11 

437 

69,055.21 

Gas  Heater  -  Room 

101 

14,877.68 

23 

3,400.25 

124 

18,277.93 

Hot  Water  Heater 

16 

2,189.35 

3 

337.95 

19 

2,527.30 

Washing  Machine 

1108 

182,294.84 

744 

124,071.71 

1852 

306,366.55 

Additional  Child1 

2561 

182,536.94 

2561 

182,536.94 

182,536.94 

Moving  Expense 

Moving  Expense 

3870 

482,953.09 

35 

3,790.25 

3905 

486,743.34 

489,097.32 

Moving  Expense  (in/out  state) 

- 

— 

— 

— 

- 

— 

Storage 

- 

— 

11 

2,353.98 

11 

2,353.98 

Rent  and  Board 

Emergency  Shelter 

46 

13,225.31 

46 

13,225.31 

148,510.94 

Arrearages  -  Rent 

426 

91,332.99 

426 

91,332.99 

-  Mortgage 

67 

39,694.10 

67 

39,694.10 

-  Real  Estate  Tax 

10 

4,258.54 

10 

4,258.54 

Board 

— 

— 

— 

— 

Other  Non-Medical  Expense 

Transportation 

1 

253.32 

1 

253.32 

413,438.38 

Homemaking  &  Child  Care 

— 

— 

— 

— 

Clothing  Hardship 

186 

17,011.62 

186 

17,011.62 

Utility  Arrearage  - 

Electric 

1010 

123,738.03 

1010 

123,738.03 

- 

Gas 

1065 

183,245.25 

1065 

183,245.25 

- 

Fuel  Oil 

164 

21,016.53 

164 

21,016.53 

Home  Repairs 

134 

36,649.06 

134 

36,649.06 

Appliance  Repairs 

-  Re  frig. 

232 

6,398.88 

232 

6,398.88 

-  Range 

109 

2,987.52 

109 

2,987.52 

-  Heater 

31 

1,957.27 

31 

1,957.27 

-  Washing 

674 

20,180.90 

674 

20,180.90 

Machine 

COMPUTER  CODINC 

} ERROR* 
fALS 

283 

34,548.58 

283 

34,548.58 

34,548.58 

TOr 

15977 

2,070,689.26 

6168 

920,872.53 

22145 

2,991,561.79 

2,991,561.79 

Additional  furniture  and  household  equipment  and  supplies  are  to  be  provided  when  the  number  of  eligible  persons  in  a  family  increases. 

*  Represents  amounts  entered  into  the  computer  with  invalid  code  numbers  for  type  of  service.  The  computer  is  not  programmed  to  reject  these 
invalid  code  numbers. 

Source: 

Department  of  Public  Welfare  -  Computer  Print  Out  -  Summary  of  Expenditures  of  Service. 
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TABLE  9 
DEPARTMENT  OF  PUBLIC  WELFARE 


SUMMARY  OF  EXPENDITURES  BY  TYPE  OF  SERVICE 

FISCAL  YEAR  1974 

Type  of  Service 

Hardship  Items 

Initial  Needs 

Totals 

Totals  by 

Count 

Amount 

Count 

Amount 

Count 

Amount 

Category 

Furniture 

Kitchen 

1520 

$    114,864.08 

3014 

$    228,299.81 

4534 

$    343,163.89 

$3,311,184.79 

Living  Room 

1641 

321,876.45 

3156 

628,736.40 

4797 

950,612.85 

Bedroom 

3506 

779,842.09 

4780 

1,237,565.96 

8286 

2,017,408.05 

Household  Supplies 

2504 

176,020.70 

5443 

393,440.51 

7947 

569,461.21 

569,461.21 

Appliances 

Refrigerator 

3595 

591,655.92 

1955 

315,867.19 

5550 

907,523.11 

2,516,571.78 

Range 

1281 

216,880.60 

451 

78,613.56 

1732 

295,494.16 

Gas  Heater  —  Room 

214 

35,056.69 

90 

15,255.14 

304 

50,311.83 

Hot  Water  Heater 

29 

4,258.77 

2 

300.84 

31 

4,559.61 

Washing  Machine 

4792 

800,328.68 

2705 

458,354.39 

7497 

1,258,683.07 

Additional  Child1 

6781 

483,020.90 

— 

— 

6781 

483,020.90 

483,020.90 

Moving  Expense 

Moving  Expense 

9164 

1,250,549.84 

113 

15,560.92 

9277 

1,266,110.76 

1,277,186.14 

Moving  Expense  (in/out  state) 

- 

- 

4 

357.42 

4 

357.42 

Storage 

— 

— 

53 

10,717.96 

53 

10,717.96 

Rent  and  Board 

Emergency  Shelter 

140 

48,594.06 

140 

48,594.06 

508,778.64 

Arrearages  -  Rent 

1039 

309,715.37 

1039 

309,715.37 

—  Mortgage 

209 

143,780.27 

209 

143,780.27 

—  Real  Estate  Tax 

12 

6,688.94 

12 

6,688.94 

Board 

— 

- 

— 

- 

Other  Non-Medical  Expense 

"Transportation 

— 

— 

- 

— 

1,289,464.77 

Homemaking  &  Child  Care 

— 

— 

— 

— 

Clothing  Hardship 

438 

47,854.32 

438 

47,854.32 

Utility  Arrearage  —  Electric 

2784 

327,043.21 

2784 

327,043.21 

-Gas 

3275 

529,065.45 

3275 

529,065.45 

-  Fuel  Oil 

660 

115,502.72 

660 

115,502.72 

Home  Repairs 

371 

124,027.65 

371 

124,027.65 

Appliance  Repairs  —  Re  frig. 

1312 

31,929.81 

1312 

31,929.81 

—  Range 

474 

13,167.35 

474 

13,167.35 

-  Heater 

60 

2,088.67 

60 

2,088.67 

-  Washing 

3298 

98,785.59 

3298 

98,785.59 

Machine 

COMPUTER  CODING  ERROR* 

182 

25,023.95 

182 

25,023.95 

25,023.95 

TOTALS 

49281 

$6,597,622.08 

21766 

$3,383,070.10 

71047 

$9,980,692.18 

$9,980,692.18 

Additional  furniture  and  household  equipment  and  supplies  are  to  be  provided  when  the  number  of  eligible  persons  in  a  family  increases. 

*Represents  amounts  entered  into  the  computer  with  invalid  code  numbers  for  type  of  service. 
The  computer  is  not  programmed  to  reject  these  invalid  code  numbers. 

SOURCE: 

Department  of  Public  Welfare,  Computer  Print-Out,  Summary  of  Expenditures  of  Service 
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In  summary,  the  major  expenditures  from 
the  hardship  fund,  since  it  was  centralized  in  October, 
1972,  through  June  30,  197*1,  consisted  of  10,832  payments 
for  bedroom  furniture  ($1,800,000.00),  7007  payments  for 
refrigerators  ($1,100,000.00),  93^9  payments  for  washing 
machines  ($1,600,000.00),  and  13,186  payments  for  moving 
expenses  ($1,700,000.00). 

As  stated  previously,  there  has  been  an 
increase  of  152.5  percent  in  total  expenditures  for  the 
AFDC  program  between  Fiscal  1969  and  Fiscal  197^  due  to 
increasing  caseloads  and  cost  of  living  adjustments. 
During  this  same  period,  however,  there  has  been  an  increase 
of  307  percent  in  the  overall  expenditures  for  the  flat 
grant  and  hardship  fund  programs  within  AFDC.   This  disparity 
can  be  attributed,  primarily,  to  two  factors:   1)  The 
built-in  increase  when  flat  grant  was  originally  implemented, 
and  2)  the  drastic  increase  in  hardship  expenditures  since 
the  hardship  fund  was  centralized.   In  effect,  the  central- 
ized hardship  fund  is  duplicating  benefits  since  many 
of  the  items  purchased  from  this  fund  have  already  been 
provided  for  In  the  quarterly  flat  grant  payments. 
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CONCLUSION 


CONCLUSION 

Expenditures  for  "special  needs"  items 
exceeded  $25,000,000.00  in  Fiscal  Years  1969  and  1970, 
and  the  program  was  characterized  by  Governor  Francis  W. 
Sargent  as  costly,  uncontrolled,  chaotically  administered, 
and  inequitable. 

To  halt  spiraling  costs  and  end  mis- 
management, the  Governor  instituted  a  substitute  program  - 
the  flat  grant  system  of  payments  to  recipients.   The 
stated  purpose  for  this  action  was  to  abolish  special 
needs  and  reallocate  its  funds  to  provide  direct  assistance 
to  recipients  on  an  equal  basis. 

In  implementing  the  program,  the  Governor 
increased  the  annual  budget  of  all  eligible  recipients 
and  assured  that,  henceforth,  such  recipients  would  be 
required  to  live  within  the  new  budget  figures  and  that 
there  would  be  none  of  the  present  demands  for  extras  or 
special  treatment  to  some. 

The  Governor,  in  addition,  established  a 
hardship  fund  to  be  used  in  extreme  emergencies  but  imposed 
a  limitation  on  expenditures  from  this  fund  of  one  million 
dollars  annually. 

The  new  hardship  fund  was  administered  on 
a  regional  basis  with  Hardship  Committees  being  established 
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in  each  of  the  seven  welfare  regions.   The  Department  of 
Public  Welfare,  however,  failed  to  establish  state-wide 
guidelines  and  each  committee  was  forced  to  develop  its 
own.   This  led,  inevitably,  to  a  non-conformity  of 
procedures  and  undoubtedly  caused  inequities.   Despite 
this  fact,  the  committees  operated  with  reasonable  success 
during  Fiscal  Years  1971  and  1972,  the  two  years  in  which 
they  were  functional,  and  overall,  kept  expenditures  for 
hardship  cases  within  the  limitation  imposed  by  the  Governor, 

In  Fiscal  Year  1973,  however,  the 
Commissioner  of  Public  Welfare  established  state-wide 
guidelines  for  the  hardship  fund  program,  transferred  it 
from  a  regional  function  to  a  centralized  basis,  and 
abolished  the  regional  hardship  committees.   Control  of 
the  program  was  returned  to  the  welfare  service  offices, 
who  had  operated  the  special  needs  program  prior  to  flat 
grant,  and  expenditures  increased  dramatically.   What  was 
designed  as  a  $1  million  a  year  program  has  developed  into 
one  involving  expenditures  of  $1  million  a  month. 

The  promises  made  and  assurances  given  by 
Governor  Sargent  in  instituting  ths  flat  grant  system 
of  payments  have  not  materialized.   Expenditures  for 
special  needs  have  not  been  abolished,  but  expanded; 
funding  has  not  been  reallocated,  but  increased;  reci- 
pients have  not  been  required  to  live  within  their  increased 
budgets;  demands  for  extras  have  not  been  terminated;  and 
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the  new  system,  like  its  predecessor,  is  costly, 
uncontrolled  and  chaotically  administered  (mismanaged) 
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SUMMARY  OF  FINDINGS 


SUMMARY  OF  FINDINGS 

1.  Prior  to  the  implementation  of  the  flat  grant 
system,  requests  for  expenditures  for  special  needs 
items  were  considered  on  an  individual  request  basis 
at  the  welfare  service  office  level.   This  system, 
according  to  Governor  Sargent,  was  costly,  uncon- 
trolled, chaotically  administered,  and  inequitable. 

2.  During  the  period  in  which  the  special  needs  fund 
was  in  existence,  the  Department  of  Public  Welfare 
spent  in  excess  of  $29,000,000  for  such  items. 

3.  Governor  Francis  W.  Sargent  directed  the  Commissioner 
of  Public  Welfare  to  abolish  the  special  needs  program 
and  to  institute  a  flat  grant  system  of  payments, 
effective  September  16 ,  1970. 

4.  In  accordance  with  a  schedule  prepared  by  the  Governor's 
office,  quarterly  flat  grant  payments  were  added  to 

the  budget  of  each  eligible  recipient  so  that  items, 
previously  considered  special  needs,  would  be  available 
to  all  recipients  within  the  limitation  of  the  flat 
grant  payments . 

5.  Concomitantly,  the  Governor  established  a  hardship  fund 
to  provide  for  extreme  hardship  situations  which  could 
not  be  met  from  flat  grant  payments  and  imposed  an 
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annual  state-wide  limitation  on  expenditures  of 
$1,000,000.00. 

6.  The  regional  hardship  fund  was  administered  by  seven 
regional  hardship  committees,  with  each  establishing 
its  own  guidelines. 

7.  During  the  period  of  their  existence,  Fiscal  Years  1971 
and  1972,  these  committees  were  reasonably  successful 

in  administering  this  fund.   From  an  overall  standpoint, 
they  kept  expenditures  within  the  Governor's  limitation. 

8.  In  September  1972,  the  Department  of  Public  Welfare 
abolished  the  regional  committees,  transferred  the 
hardship  fund  to  a  centralized  basis,  and  reverted  to 
essentially  the  same  administrative  procedure  that'  was 
in  effect  prior  to  the  institution  of  the  flat  grant 
system. 

9.  Expenditures  from  the  hardship  fund,  since  the  program 
was  totally  centralized  in  November,  1972,  have 
increased  dramatically.   What  began  as  a  $1  million  a 
year  hardship  fund  with  the  institution  of  the  flat 
grant  system,  has  escalated  into  a  $1  million  a  month 
program. 

10.  Initial  needs  payments,  which  a?e  available  within  the 
first  thirty  days  of  initial  eligibility  and  which  are 
utilized  extensively  for  families  migrating  into 
Massachusetts,  are  provided  in  addition  to  regular 
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monthly  allowances  and  quarterly  flat  grant 
payments . 

11.  Expenditures  for  Initial  needs  purposes  exceeded 
$4.3  million  between  October,  1972,  and  June,  1974. 

12.  The  flat  grant  system  has  not  abolished  the  availa- 
bility of  special  needs  payments  to  recipients. 
Rather,  it  has  served  to  increase  the  level  of 
assistance  for  such  recipients  while  at  the  same  time 
providing  a  vehicle  whereby  additional  funds  are  still 
made  available  for  the  acquisition  of  those  items 
formerly  referred  to  as  special  needs. 

13.  While  the  total  expenditure  for  the  AFDC  program  has 
increased  152.5  percent  during  the  period  Fiscal 
Year  1969  -  1974,  and  while  the  average  caseload 
during  that  same  period  has  increased  100  percent,  flat 
grant  and  hardship  payments  have  increased  307  percent. 

14 .  The  flat  grant  system,  like  its  predecessor,  continues 
to  be  costly,  uncontrolled,  mismanaged,  and  inequitable 
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RECOMMENDATIONS 


RECOMMENDATIONS 

1.  The  Committee  on  Post  Audit  and  Oversight 
supports  the  theory  enunciated  by  Governor  Sargent  in 
1970  in  instituting  the  flat  grant  system  that  "we  will 
abolish  special  needs  and  reallocate  its  funds  to  provide 
direct  assistance  to  the  recipients.   Accordingly,  we 
recommend  that  the  quarterly  flat  grant  payment  system  be 
retained. 

2.  We  concur  with  the  necessity  of  a  hardship 
fund  to  the  extent  that  the  same  relates  to  the  provisions 
of  law  authorizing  the  Department  of  Public  Welfare  to 
provide  basic  furniture  to  set  up  housekeeping  in  the  case 
of  an  emergency  or  where  a  recipient  is  evicted  from  a 
furnished  or  partially  furnished  apartment;  and,  we  agree 
with  the  Governor's  theory  that  a  limitation  should  be 
placed  on  expenditures  from  this  fund.   Furthermore,  we 
are  of  the  opinion  that  it  should  be  administered  at  the 
regional  level  by  regional  hardship  committees  in  accordance 
with  strict  statewide  guidelines.   We  do  not,  however, 
concur  with  the  use  of  the  hardship  fund  to  provide  for 
"initial  needs"  Items  especially  In  view  of  the  fact  that 
the  department's  emergency  assistance  program  makes  adequate 
provision  for  such  items.   Accordingly,  we  submit  the 
following  recommendations: 
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a)  That    an    appropriation    account    be 
included   in   the   budget    establishing 
a  hardship    fund;    placing   an    annual 
expenditure    limit    approximating 
$2,000,000    thereon;    and  precluding 
expenditures    therefrom   for   so-called 
"initial    needs"   payments,    as    that 
term  is    currently    identified   by    the 
Department    of   Public   Welfare. 

b)  That    the   Department    of   Public   Welfare 
prepare    specific   statewide   guidelines 
for   the    administration    of   the   hard- 
ship   fund   to   the    end   that    there   be 
universal    interpretation    of   such 
guidelines . 

c)  That    the   Department    of   Public   Welfare 
reinstitute    regional    hardship 
committees,    similar   to    those    in 
existence    in   1971    and   1972,    and 
endow    them  with    like    authority    over 
hardship    fund   expenditures . 
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ROBERT  F.    OTT 

comm.ss.oner  State  Letter  2#T 

December  31,  1969 


TO:      WELFARE  SERVICE  OFFICES 
FROM:    ROBERT  F.  OTT,  COMMISSIONER 
RE 5     Purchase  of  Furniture 


Chapter  885  of  the  Acts  of  1969  provides  for  the  purchase  of  furniture  in  the 
case  of  an  emergency  or  when  a  recipient  is  evicted  from  a  furnished  or 
partially  furnished  apartment  and  does  not  have  furniture  necessary  to  set  up 
housekeeping.  In  the  case  of  such  an  eviction  the  social  worker  must  make  every 
effort  to  relocate  the  recipient  in  housing  similar  to  that  from  which  the 
recipient  was  evicted  before-authorizing  -furniture  necessary  to  set  up 
housekeeping. 

Furniture  purchases  are  to  be  authorized  as  emergency  needs  to  protect  health 
and  safety  when  such  need  is  due  to  the  lack  of  means  to  provide  heat,  facilities 
essential  for  sleeping  and  living,  storage  for  clothing,  adequate  lighting  or 
to  prepare  and  serve  food.  The  items  listed  in  the  attachment  are  to  be  pro- 
vided only  when  they  are  lacking  or  when  through  normal  use  have  become  un- 
serviceable beyond  repair  or  cannot  be  made  available  from  some  other  source. 

In  accordance  with  the  law  a  determination  that  such  a  need  exists  must  be 
made  by  the  supervisor  after  an  investigation  by  the  social  worker.  Following 
such  determination  of  need  the  recipient  is  to  be  provided  a  direct  payment 
approved  in  writing  by  the  supervisor  for  the  purchase  of  the  authorized  item 
or  items  based  on  an  estimate  obtained  by  the  recipient  within  the  limits  of 
the  attached  standards.  In  those  family  cases  where  it  has  been  determined 
that  a  payment  to  the  vendor  would  be  the  preferred  method  of  payment,  that 
method  should  be  used. 

When  vendor  payments  are  to  be  used  or  assistance  is  to  be  provided  to  families 
with  children  who  are  receiving  General  Relief,  the  eligibility  of  the  family 

to  receive  such  assistance  under  the  Emergency  Assistance  Program  must  be. 

reviewed. 


n. 


A  True  Copy,  ^    f  ' «     /    </      /p/'/ 

Attest:         '/sll  j.  L^r    ■'      (l/C 


•-  is     R03ERT  F.  OTT 
_.  39   _  Commissioner  of  Public  Welfare 


APPENDIX  A 

State  Letter  255 

December  31,   1Q6? 


When  a  vendor  payment  is  made  under  any  program,   the  Departments  Sales  Tax 
Exemption  Certificate  Number  (E0l*-60-02-28li),   the  item(s)  to  be  purchased  as 
well  as  the  cost  of  each  item  must  be  entered  under  the  "Remarks"  section  of 
Form  SS9A. 

ATTACHMENTS 


OBSOLETE  MATERIAL 


State  Letter  239A 
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ROBERT  F     OTT 
COMMISSIONED 

State  Letter  255A 
February  23,  1970 

TO:    WELFARE  SERVICE  OFFICE  -, 

A  True  Copy,         >/      f     y^/^/Z/^ 
FROM:  ROBERT  P.  OTT,  COMMISSIONER  Attest:      /*  L-f ' //     /"  <&Kf 

'^  "R03ERT  *".  OTT  ' 
RE:    Purchase  of  Furniture  Commissioner  of  Public  Welfare 

Chapter  885  of  the  Acts  of  1969  provides  for  the  purchase  of  furniture  in  the 
case  of  an  emergency  or  when  a  recipient  is  evicted  from  a  furnished  or 
partially  furnished-  apartment  and  does  not  have  furniture  necessary  to  set  up 
housekeeping.  In  the  case  of  such  an  eviction  the  social  worker  must  make 
every  effort  to  relocate  the  recipient  in  housing  similar  to  that  from  which 
the  recipient  was  evicted  before  authorizing  furniture  necessary  to  set  up 
housekeeping.  Any  authorization  of  furniture  is  to  be  made  only  after  planning 
between  the  recipient  and  the  social  worker  to  determine  the  items  necessary 
for  the  particular  family. 

Furniture  purchases  are  to  be  authorized  as  emergency  needs  to  protect  health 
and  safety  when  such  need  is  due  to  the  lack'  of  means  to  provide  heat,  facilities 
essential  for  sleeping  and  living,  storage  for  clothing,  adequate  lighting  or 
to  prepare  and  serve  food.  The  items  listed  in  the  attachment  are  to  be  pro- 
vided only  when  they  are  lacking  or  when  through  normal  use  have  become  unservice- 
able beyond  repair  and  are  not  the  responsibility  of  the  landlord  or  included  as 
part  of  the  rental  charge  and  cannot  be  made  available  from  some  other  source. 

In  accordance  with  the  law  a  determination  that  such  a  need  exists  must  be  made 
by  the  supervisor  after  an  investigation  by  the  social  worker.  Following  such 
determination  of  need  the  recipient  is  to  be  provided  a  direct  payment  approved 
in  writing  by  the  supervisor  for  the  purchase  of  the  authorized  item  or  items 
without  an  estimate  but  within  the  limits  of  the  attached  standards.  In  those 
family  cases  where  the  parent  has  demonstrated  an  inability  to  manage  the  assist- 
ance payment  or  to  meet  other  special  needs  when  a  direct  payment  has  been  made, 
the  vendor  payment  method  must  be  used.  Prior  approval  of  the  WSO  Director  or  the 
person  aesigna+.ed  in  his  absence  is  required  in  each  instance  when  such  vendor 
payments  are  beir.g  made. 

When  such  special  r.eeds  are  being  provided  to  families  with  children  receiving  GR 
or  when  the  recipient  requests  a  vendor  payment  as  essential  to  meeting  an  immediate 
need  the  eligibility  of  the  family  to  receive  these  needs  under  the  Emergency 
Assistance  program  must  be  reviewed. 
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APPENDIX  B 


State  Letter  255A 
February  23,  1970 


When  a  vendor  payment  is  made  under  any  program,  the  Department's  Sales  Tax 
Exemption  Certificate  Number  (E04-60-02~2310 ,  the  item(s)  to  be  purchased  as 
well  as  the  cost  of  each  item  must  be  entered  under  the  "Remarks"  section  of 
Form  SS9A. 

The  "Standards  for  Issuance  of  Furniture"  and  the  "Service  -  L^fe  Expectancy" 
which  were  transmitted  with  State  Letter  255  are  to  become  attachments  to  this 
letter, 

OBSOLETE  MATERIAL 

State  Letter  255 


-  42  - 


APPENDIX  C 
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STEVEN  A.    MJNTER 
COMMISSIONER 


State  Letter  297 
August  25,  1972 


TO:    WELFARE  SERVICE  OFFICE 

FROM:  STEVEN  A.  MINTER,  CCMKLSSIOfER 

RE:    UNIFORM  HARDSHIP  GUIDELINES;  REVISED  PA2MENT  PROCEDURE  -  AFDC 


This  letter  transmits  material  for  the  PA  Policy  Manual  which  provides  for 
uniform  guidelines  to  meet  specific  hardship  situations  in  the  AFDC  program 
which  are  to  be  provided  on  a  state-wide  basis .  These  guidelines  will  replace 
those  established  individually  by  each  Regional  Office.  The  new  guidelines 
are  effective  state»w±de  on" September"  1,  1972  • 

The  attached  material  also  provides  for  a  centralized  payment  system  in  which 
a  new  authorization  (Form  SS9E)  is  to  be  used  for  prior  approval  and  as  a  claim 
for  payment  by  the  vendor  for  both  initial  needs  and  hardship  situations.  Pay- 
ments will  be  processed  by  the  Central  Of f ice  Hardship  Section. 

The  changes  in  Department  policy  and  procedure  in  the  attached  material  are 
identified  by  vertical  lines  in  the  margin. 

In  order  to  develop  an  orderly  procedure  with  instruction  to  staff,  the  new 
authorization  and  payment  process  will  be  phased  into  operation  by  region 
under  the  direction  of  the  Office  of  Finance.  Under  this  arrangement  the  new 
procedure  for  authorization  and  payment  will  be  put  into  effect  on  September  lf 
1972  in  the  Welfare  Service  Offices  or  Community  Service  Centers  included  in 
the  Boston  and  Greater  Boston  Regions. 

Pending  extension  of  the-  new  system  to  other  regions  the  payment  procedures 
presently  in  effect  for  both  initial  needs  and  hardship  situations  are  to  be 
continued. 
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AGENCY  RESPONSE 
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STEVEN  A.    MINTER 

COMMISSIONER 


October  31,  1974 

Mr.  William  Finnegan,  Director 

Legislative  Post  Audit  and  Oversight  Bureau 

State  House 

Boston,  Massachusetts 

Dear  Mr.  Pinnegan: 

The  Department  of  Public  Welfare  appreciates  the  opportunity  afforded  us 
by  the  Legislative  Post  Audit  and  Oversight  Bureau  to  respond  to  the  draft 
report  on  the  Department's  Plat  Grant  System. 

The  following  comments  are  offered  relative  to  the  draft  audit  report. 
I.  Hardship  Fund 

It  is  important  that  an  accurate  historical  perspective  be 
presented  in  regard  to  the  original  design  of  the  Hardship  Pund 
and  how  it  evolved  into  what  it  is  today. 

The  Department  recognized  that  despite  the  new  Plat  Grant  System 
extreme  hardship  situations  would  continue  to  exist  in  which  certain 
needs  requiring  immediate  resolution  could  not  be  met  under  the  allow- 
ances provided  in  the  semi-monthly  and  quarterly  payment,  and  did  not 
come  within  the  policy  established  for  exceptional  situations.  A 
statewide  Hardship  Pond  of  $1,000,000  for  FY  '71  was  established  with 
allocations  to  each  of  the  seven  administrative  regions.   Since  the 
Department  could  not  anticipate  the  type  and  extent  of  such  needs  a 
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hardship  committee  was  established  in  each  Regional  Office  to  formulate 
guidelines  and  procedures  to  be  followed  for  hardship  requests.  The 
3even  Hardship  Committees  were  composed  of  clients,  community  leaders 
and  Department  personnel.   Due  to  the  differing  criteria  established 
by  each  Regional  Hardship  Committee  there  was  a  conflict  with  the 
Department  of  Health,  Education  and  Welfare's  (SRS)  requirement  of 
statewide  standards.  The  Department  requested  and  was  granted  from 
HEW  a  Title  1115  Waiver  of  the  conformity  issue  of  statewideness  and 
began  its  Regional  Hardship  Committee  Demonstration  Project.  A  major 
objective  of  the  Demonstration  Project  was  to  evaluate  the  quarterly 
system  of  payment  and  the  extent  to  which  it  did  not  meet  all  clients' 
needs. 

Shortly  after  the  Plat  Grant  System  was  put  into  effect,  Governor 
Francis  Sargent  charged  the  State  Advisory  Board  of  the  Department 
of  Public  Welfare  to  study  the  effects  of  this  new  system.  The  State 
Advisory  Board,  under  the  Chairmanship  of  David  M,  Austin,  expended 
much  time  and  energy  studying  the  Plat  Grant  System.  The  Board  issued 
its  recommendations  in  May,  1971  after  reviewing  the  following: 
testimony  presented  at  a  public  hearing  it  held  at  Faneuil  Hall,  two 
United  Community  Services  Reports  regarding  tho  experiences  families 
on  APDC  had  with  the  Flat  Grant  System,  report  from  the  Department  on 
the  experience  with  the  Regional  Hardship  Funds  and  testimony  presented 
to  thp  Board  by  members  of  the  New  Bedford  Regional  Hardship  Committee. 
One  of  the  recommendations  made  by  the  Board  was  that  the  Department 
eliminate  the  seven  regional  hardship  guidelines  and  devise  statewide 
uniform  guidelines  and  a  central  payment  system.   Questions  had  been 


raised  about  differences  in  the  policies  for  payment  under  the 
"Hardship  Fund."  A  law  suit  had  been  filed  in  one  community  regarding 
the  legality  of  regional  variations.   Client  groups  were  concerned  that 
there  was  no  way  to  develop  a  mechanism  for  a  client  to  appeal  a  Regional 
Office  decision  because  guidelines  were  not  uniform.  The  resultant 
effect  was  that  regional  variances  in  the  individual  development  of 
guidelines  as  well  as  implementation  caused  recipients  to  be  treated 
inequitably. 

In  Fiscal  Year  '73  the  time  limited  Regional  Hardship  Committee 
Demonstration  Project  ended.  The  Department  decided,  in  light  of  the 
State  Advisory  Board's  reconrnendation, to  issue  uniform  statewide 
guidelines  to  meet  specific  hardship  situations  in  the  AFDC  Program. 
Effective  September,  1972  (State  Letter  297),  the  Department  issued 
uniform  guidelines  in  conformity  with  Federal  requirements  for  state- 
wideness  and  the  right  of  appeal.   In  addition  to  providing  for  uniformity, 
the  Department  defined  hardship  situations  and  included  the  conditions 
for  each  situation  which  had  to  be  met  before  authorization  for  payment 
was  made.   Approval  authority  was  again  granted  to  the  local  office 
but  only  in  accordance  with  specific  statewide  guidelines. 

The  Department  also  implemented  the  State  Advisory  Board's 
recommendation  to  include  in  a  distribution  of  quarterly  payments  to 
all  AFDC  households  a  statement  about  the  purpose  of  the  quarterly 
payment  and  the  Hardship  Fund.   In  addition,  the  Hardship  Guidelines 
were  broadly  distributed.   The  Board's  recommendation  was  based  on 
reports  that  some  persons  receiving  AFDC  payments  had  been  confused 
about  the  quarterly  payment  and  were  unaware  of  the  existence  of  the 
Bferdship  Rind  and  of  their  right  to  request  assistance  in  hardship 
situations. 


II.  Appropriation  to  the  Hardship  Fund 

The  draft  audit  report  states  "latter  expenditure  (F.Y. '72) 
exceeded  the  $1  million  limitation  imposed  by  the  Governor."  Governor 
Sargent  authorized  a  $1   million  expenditure  for  FY" '71.  But  for 
F.Y.  "72,  a  new  allocation  of  1.50  million  dollars  was  made  in  light 
of  increased  caseload.  As  previously  stated  in  FY'  73  statewide 
hardship  guidelines  were  issued.  From  the  time  the  statewide  guidelines 
were  adopted  the  limitation  on  hardship  expenditures  had  to  be  removed. 
III.  Initial  Needs  Program 

As  stated  in  the  draft  audit  report,  the  Department  held  a 
public  hearing  on  November  30,  1973  "to  consider  the  elimination 
of  the  Initial  Needs  Program.  The  Initial  Needs  Program  had  been 
conceived  as  an  Emergency  Assistance  Program,  but  appears  to  be 
provided  more  generally.  The  primary  reason  for  the  proposed 
elimination  of  the  program  was  its  continued  high  cost.  As  recorded 
at  the  public  hearing,  there  was  major  opposition  to  the  Department's 
proposal  from  private  agencies  and  client  groups.  It  was  pointed 
out  in  testimony  that  private  agencies  such  as  the  Salvation  Army  are 
seeing  an  increase  at  the  intake  level  resultant  to  the  fact  that 
the  Department  no  longer  responds  to  certain  special  needs.  It  was 
stressed  that  private  agencies  have  neither  the  capacity  nor  the 
resources  to  deal  with  those  problems  mandated  as  responsibilities 
of  public  agencies.  Also,  client  groups  graphically  described  the 
burden  that  will  be  placed  on  families  if  the  proposed  elimination 
of  the  Initial  Needs  Program  goes  into  effect.  In  light  of  these 
very  legitimate  concerns,  the  Department  decided  to  re-evaluate  the 
entire  Hardship  Program  and  explore  alternatives  in  reducing  the 
costs  without  eliminating  an  entire  program. 


The  Department  of  Public  Welfare  is  concerned  about  the  escalating 
cost  of  the  Hardship  Program.   Since  the  Plat  Grant  System  was  instituted 
the  Commonwealth  of  Massachusetts  has  experienced  severe  inflation, 
resulting  in  large  increases  in  the  cost  of  fuel,  food,  clothing  and 
housing.  Consequently,  the  quarterly  payment  has  become  a  supplement 
to  the  basic  grant  and  is  being  used  to  meet  the  normal  and  expected 
expenses  of  family  maintenance.  Therefore  additional  pressure  has  been 
placed  on  the  hardship  funds  to  cover  expensive  household  appliances, 
household  furnishings  and  sharply  increased  utility  bills. 

Sincerely  yours, 


Steven  A.  Minter 
COMMISSIONER 
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